The purposes of the current study were to identify affective profiles of athletes both before and during the competition and to examine differences between these profiles on coping and attainment of sport goals among a sample of 306 athletes. The results of hierarchical (Ward's method) and nonhierarchical (k means) cluster analyses revealed four different clusters both before and during the competition. The four clusters were very similar at the two measurement occasions: high positive affect facilitators (n = 88 and 81), facilitators (n = 75 and 25), low affect debilitators (n = 83 and 127), and high negative affect debilitators (n = 60 and 73). Results of MANOVAs revealed that coping and attainment of sport achievement goal significantly differed across the affective profiles. Results are discussed in terms of current research on positive and negative affective states.
Affects are ubiquitous to life and inherently associated with the ups and downs of sport competitions. Despite their idiosyncratic specificities, affective states can be regrouped in broad dimensions according to their pleasant versus unpleasant valence. Positive affective states represent optimal states of energy, concentration, and pleasurable engagement, whereas negative affective states denote a sense of distress and unpleasant engagement (Watson, Clark, & Tellegen, 1988) . Athletes can experience a variety of positive and negative affects likely to change before and during competitions. These affective states have been shown to facilitate or impair performance by affecting the behavioral, motivational, physical, and/or cognitive functioning of competitive athletes (e.g., Hanin, 2007; Martinent & Ferrand, 2009) .
Researchers in sport psychology have traditionally focused on the intensity of affective states (with a predominant focus on anxiety). In recent years, growing empirical attention has been allocated to the underlying functional meanings (i.e., directionality) that athletes are attaching to their positive and negative affective states (e.g., Hanin, 2007; Martinent & Ferrand, 2009 ). Despite their respective pleasant and unpleasant valence, high levels of positive and negative affect can be perceived either as facilitating or debilitating for sport performance (e.g., Martinent & Ferrand, 2009) . A positive affective state could thus be interpreted as facilitating performance for a certain athlete at a particular time. In contrast, the same affective state could be interpreted as debilitative for the same athlete at other times. The goal of this study was to propose and investigate a framework, derived from the Lazarus (2000) contemporary cognitive motivational relational theory (CMRT; see Neil, Hanton, Mellalieu, & Fletcher, 2011) , in which the differential coexistence of two core facets of affective states (intensity and directionality) are used to generate multivariate profiles of affects presumed to differ across athletes and across time within the same athlete. This study also examined whether these affective profiles are differentially associated with the coping strategies and goal attainment of athletes in a sport competition.
Intensity and Direction of Affective States
Although researchers in sport psychology have traditionally focused on anxiety (e.g., Mellalieu, Hanton, & Fletcher, 2006) , growing empirical attention has examined the level or the intensity of affective states experienced by athletes in competitive sport (e.g., Hanin, 2007) . Although research on intensity has contributed to our understanding of affective states, several scholars have outlined the promises of considering their directionality in addition to their intensity (e.g., Martinent, Campo, & Ferrand, 2012; Mellalieu, Hanton, & Jones, 2003) . The idea that athletes can perceive an affective state as beneficial (facilitating) or harmful (debilitating) for their upcoming performance (i.e., directionality) has received considerable attention in the competitive anxiety literature (see for a review Mellalieu et al., 2006) and has recently been extended to other competitive affects (e.g., Martinent & Ferrand, 2009; Martinent et al., 2012) . Jones and Swain (1992) originally modified a competitive anxiety self-report questionnaire by adding a scale measuring the directionality of competitive anxiety. Research has then consistently showed that directionality is adding unique variance in the prediction of key athletic outcomes, such as sport achievement during competition (e.g., Mellalieu et al., 2006) . Maintaining facilitative interpretations of affective states is therefore considered by several researchers and sport psychologists as one of the most important skills to help competitive athletes perform to the best of their potential (e.g., Martinent & Ferrand, 2009; Mellalieu et al., 2006) .
The concept of directionality could be defined as a meta-experience (i.e., knowing what one knows about one's affective experience in a particular situation at a particular time, e.g., Martinent & Ferrand, 2009 ) or a type of meta-cognition (i.e., awareness or reflected knowledge about a person's experiences (e.g., Hanin, 2007) directed toward the perceived and expected effects of affective states on sport performance. The contemporary CMRT in sport settings (e.g., Neil et al., 2011) conceptualized directionality as a cognitive appraisal of an affective state. As such, directionality should not be singled out as a distinct theoretical element because of its inherent role in the general appraisal process that individuals engage in when dealing with the demands of a competition. Further appraisal occurs once the affect is experienced by the performer and refers to the interpretation of the affect in relation to its anticipated influence on performance (Neil et al., 2011) . This perspective postulates that athletes interpret their affective states as either beneficial or detrimental to performance, depending on whether they believe they have the resources to manage the demands of a competition. This conception of an additional evaluative process is supported by the substantial amount of studies that have shown that performers label their emotions as either detrimental or beneficial to upcoming performance (e.g., Martinent & Ferrand, 2009; Martinent et al., 2012) . Nevertheless, although the scale of Jones and Swain (1992) has been recently extended to measure direction of affects other than anxiety (anger), few studies have explored simultaneously the intensity and the directionality of a wider range of positive and negative affects (e.g., Hanin, 2007; Martinent et al., 2012) .
Multivariate Profiles of Affects
As reviewed so far, positive and negative affective states can be seen as a multifaceted phenomenological experience that can be characterized by the level of their intensity and the extent to which they are perceived as beneficial (facilitating) or harmful (debilitating) for performance. These two core characteristics-hereafter referred as affective intensity and affective directionality-can coexist within each athlete in a given competitive situation but to a varying degree. Identification of prototypical subgroups of athletes with recurring configurations of intensity and directionality of affective states should offer a robust heuristic to examine affective states within a more holistic approach to unpack their complex associations with key athletic outcomes. In our approach, the affective intensity and directionality can and should be conceptually differentiated. However, their association with key athletic outcomes should not be seen as independent or mutually exclusive; they are part of a larger interconnected affective system. The combination of intensity and directionality should be seen as a transformational principle (Sameroff, 2009) in which directionality shapes the experience of intensity and vice versa. The dialectical experiences of intensity and directionality can translate into distinct multivariate profiles of affects capable of characterizing subgroups of athletes at a specific time during an achievement-related situation. This approach has the potential to go over the challenge met by researchers who have examined the bivariate relationships between the dimensions of affect and their key correlates by modeling the core characteristics of affect in a way that inherently captures their multidimensionality.
Affective states can be rooted within a larger motivational system of approach and avoidance tendencies that are intricately linked with adaptation mechanisms (e.g., Watson, Wiese, Vaidya, & Tellegen, 1999) . The activation of an approach motivational tendency through the intensification of positive affective states is generally associated with favorable adaptation outcomes such as reaching high levels of achievement (e.g., Watson et al., 1999 ). In contrast, the activation of an avoidance motivational tendency through the intensification of negative affective states is generally associated with adaptation responses that hinder or do not facilitate good achievement outcomes (e.g., Watson et al., 1999) . Repeated co-occurrences of positive affective valence with successful outcomes and negative affective valence with unsuccessful outcomes are likely to set the tone for the creation of a particular combination of valence and directionality (i.e., facilitating positive and debilitative negative affects). Positive affective states are both intensified and reinterpreted as favorable for performance, whereas negative affective states are both attenuated and reinterpreted as debilitative for performance.
Athletes are often socialized and reinforced to remain affectively neutral before and during sport competition (e.g., Erber & Erber, 2001) . Repeated experiences of successful affective regulation might create a mind-set in which experience of low levels of positive and negative affective states by athletes are perceived as potentially debilitating for performance. Nonetheless, as extensively described in the sport anxiety literature, some athletes possess a strong preference for higher levels of anxiety because of their capacity to use these negative affective states to energize, vitalize, and motivate their action (e.g., Martinent & Ferrand, 2007 , 2009 ). Appraisals of challenges rather than threat could explain that some individuals are capable of transcending negatively valenced affective states into a resource that is both accompanied by positive affective states and perceived as a facilitator of sport performance. In several other cases, however, experience of a high level of negative affective states will combine with the perception that such unpleasant affects are detrimental to one's performance.
Associations With Coping and Goal Attainment
The aforementioned multivariate affective profiles should offer a promising platform for reexamining not only the phenomenological experience of positive and negative affective states but also their complex interplay with both coping and achievement-related outcomes. In the CMRT, Lazarus (2000) postulated that affective experiences arise from the transaction between the individual and the environment through the process of cognitive appraisals (Lazarus, 2000) . Primary appraisals refer to whether a situation or event is personally relevant and congruent to the athlete's goals (Lazarus, 2000) . In that respect, attainment of sport achievement goals can be considered as both an antecedent and a consequence of affective states experienced by athletes in competitive situation (Gaudreau, Amiot, & Vallerand, 2009; Lazarus, 2000; Lazarus & Folkman, 1984) . Lazarus (2000) also postulated that coping mediates the relationship between cognitive appraisals of the situation provoking the affective experiences and the subsequent affects and thus can be considered as essential in the affect elicitation. In this perspective, coping is a multidimensional self-regulation construct that represents the constantly changing behavioral and cognitive mechanisms used to manage the ongoing internal and external demands of a specific stressful episode (Lazarus & Folkman, 1984) . Although athletes are using a wide variety of coping actions to manage the demands of competition, hierarchical models of coping have been proposed to regroup coping strategies into a meaningful and parsimonious set of coping dimensions. Task-oriented coping, which represents strategies aimed at dealing directly with the stressful situation and the resulting thoughts and affects (Gaudreau & Blondin, 2002) , includes strategies such as effort expenditure, active coping, and thought control. In this perspective, active forms of emotion-oriented coping and problemfocused coping are modeled as task-oriented coping because they both play a role in attempting to change the situation and the meaning attached to this situation (e.g., Nicolas, Gaudreau, & Franche, 2011) . Disengagementoriented coping represents the strategies through which a person withdraws from the process of actively striving toward the realization of desirable outcomes and includes strategies such as behavioral disengagement or denial. In recent years, a third dimension, distraction-oriented coping, has been proposed to capture the strategies used to momentarily focus the attention on external and internal stimuli unrelated to the stressful situation (e.g., Gaudreau & Blondin, 2002) and includes strategies such as distancing and mental distraction.
Past studies have generally reported positive association of positive affective states with the usage of task-oriented coping and the attainment of sport-related achievement goals in competitive athletes. In contrast, negative affective states have been positively associated with usage of disengagement-oriented coping while being negatively associated with indicators of athletic achievement (e.g., Gaudreau & Blondin, 2002) . Research on the relationship between affective directionality and coping remains sparse. Nonetheless, a positive association seems to exist between a facilitative interpretation of anxiety and the usage of task-oriented coping strategies (e.g., Eubank & Collins, 2000) . Ntoumanis and Biddle (2000) have also reported a significant interaction between direction and intensity of somatic anxiety in the prediction of some coping strategies of varsity athletes. More precisely, high intensity of somatic anxiety was associated with higher usage of effort and suppression of competing demands and with a lower level of behavioral disengagement and venting of affects when it was combined with a facilitative rather than a debilitative directionality. Overall, these results suggest that specific combinations of affective states might be distinctively associated with coping before and during sport competition.
This Study
The primary goal of this study was to provide new insights on the complex interplay between affective intensity and directionality by examining (a) whether there is evidence of competitive athletes with different configurations of intensity and directionality of positive and negative affective states (i.e., multivariate affective profiles), (b) whether these multivariate affective profiles are similar before and during competition, and (c) how many competitive athletes belong to the same multivariate profile before and during competition. Understanding how the two core facets of affective states may operate differently across people and time of a competition is a critical issue not only for theorists but also for practitioners who work with the complexities associated with individual athletes (e.g., tailoring intervention efforts to the needs of specific groups of athletes). A final goal of this study was to examine the associations of the multivariate affective profiles before and during sport competition with the pre-and intracompetitive use of coping strategies as well as with athletes' level of achievement during a competition. Although it was deemed premature to formulate specific hypotheses, on the basis of existing research (e.g., Eubank & Collins, 2000; Martinent & Ferrand, 2007 , 2009 Ntoumanis & Biddle, 2000) , we broadly anticipated that athletes characterized by a facilitative interpretation of positive and negative affect would display higher scores of task-oriented coping and attainment of sport achievement goal and lower scores of disengagement-oriented coping.
Method Participants
A total of 306 French athletes (36.6% female) ranging in age from 15 to 39 years (M = 22.23, SD = 4.90) participated in the study. Athletes were drawn from the sports of track and field (n = 6), aerobic (n = 9), badminton (n = 4), boxing (n = 1), cycling (n = 9), fencing (n = 4), gymnastics (n = 26), swimming (n = 6), tennis (n = 4), trampoline (n = 4), wrestling (n = 7), basketball (n = 51), football (n = 51), handball (n = 37), rugby (n = 78), and volleyball (n = 9). On average, they have been competing in their sports for 10.84 years (SD = 5.73) and they trained 7.52 hr per week (SD = 4.49). They participated in departmental (n = 35), regional (n = 122), national (n = 125), or international sport events (n = 24). A heterogeneous sample was selected from various individual and team sports, male and female athletes as well as elite and nonelite athletes, to maximize the external validity and generalizability of the profiles of athletes based on their affective responses (Martinent & Ferrand, 2007) .
Measures
Affective Intensity and Directionality. We used the French version (Gaudreau, Sanchez, & Blondin, 2006) of the Positive and Negative Affect Schedule (PANAS, Watson et al., 1988) , complemented with a direction scale (Jones & Swain, 1992) to measure both affective intensity and directionality (PANAS-D, Nicolas, Martinent, & Campo, 2013) . Whether the original factor structure of the PANAS contains two factors (i.e., positive and negative affect; Watson et al., 1988) , we used a threefactor structure suggested in the sport literature (e.g., Gaudreau et al., 2006; Nicolas et al., 2013) : positive affect (9 items; e.g., active, enthusiastic, excited), afraid (5 items; e.g., afraid, distressed, jittery), and upset (4 items; e.g., ashamed, irritated, upset). The participants were asked to rate the intensity on a scale from 1 (not at all or very slightly) to 5 (extremely) and the directionality on a scale from -3 (very debilitative) to + 3 (very facilitative) with 0 indicating a "neither facilitative nor debilitative" interpretation (Jones & Swain, 1992) . Results of confirmatory factor analyses reported by Nicolas and colleagues (2013) have provided support for a six-factor model separating intensity and directionality of positive affect, upset, and afraid factors (χ 2 = 1055.26, df = 573, p < .001, CFI = .94, SRMR = .06, RMSEA = .05 for precompetitive affective states; χ 2 = 938.88, df = 573, p < .001, CFI = .95, SRMR = .05, RMSEA = .05 for intracompetitive affective states). 1 Cronbach alphas ranged from .71 to .86 (Table 1) .
Coping. The Coping Inventory for Competitive Sport (CICS; Gaudreau & Blondin, 2002 ) is a French questionnaire that contains 39 items measuring the coping strategies used by athletes before and during competition (this scale is available upon request from the third author). Consistent with previous research (e.g., Gaudreau & Blondin, 2002; Nicolas et al., 2011) , the 10 subscales were organized in three second-order dimensions of task-oriented (mental imagery, thought control, effort expenditure, seeking support, logical analysis, and relaxation), distraction-oriented (mental distraction and distancing), and disengagementoriented coping (venting of unpleasant emotions and disengagement or resignation). Previous research lent credence to the validity and reliability of the CICS (Gaudreau & Blondin, 2002; Gaudreau, El Ali, & Marivain, 2005) . Each item was rated on a 5-point Likert scale ranging from 1 (does not correspond at all) to 5 (corresponds very strongly). Cronbach alphas ranged from .74 to .85 (Table 2) .
Attainment of Sport Achievement Goal. The Attainment of Sport Achievement Goal Scale (A-SAGS; Gaudreau & Amiot, 2013 ) is a French questionnaire containing 12 items measuring three theoretically driven criteria used by athletes to evaluate their levels of subjective sport achievement: mastery-oriented (e.g., "I mastered the difficulties of the situation"), self-referenced (e.g., "I did better than my usual performances"), and normative-oriented (e.g., "I outperformed other athletes"). Consistent with previous research (e.g., Nicolas et al., 2011) , a general index of goal attainment was used in this study. Each item was rated on a 7-point Likert scale ranging from 1 (not at all) to 7 (totally). A confirmatory factor analysis was performed with a maximum likelihood estimation procedure. The threefactor hierarchical model of the A-SAGS provided a good fit to the data: χ 2 = 100.59, df = 51, p < .001, CFI = .99, SRMR = .03, RMSEA = .06. The alpha coefficient indicated that the reliability was good with a Cronbach alpha of .95.
Procedure
The research was conducted in accordance with international ethical guidelines that are consistent with APA norms. The coaches of each team were contacted to provide them with an explanation of the purposes and procedures of the project, and to obtain permission to approach their athletes and ask them to participate in the study. Participation was voluntary and parental consent was required for athletes under 18 years of age. We used a design with two measurement occasions. First, participants completed the PANAS and the CICS within 2 hr before the competitive event. They were instructed to indicate to which extent the items represented their actual actions, thoughts, or affective states. This time frame has been consistently used in the competitive literature and was deemed acceptable because it did not interfere with the preparation routines of athletes (e.g., Mellalieu et al., 2006) . Second, the participants completed the PANAS, the CICS, and the A-SAGS within 2 hr after a competition. Participants were respectively instructed to indicate the extent to which each item represented (a) how they had felt during the competition, (b) the things that they had done or thought during the competition, and (c) .12 1 > 2; 3 > 2.
Intracompetitive Clusters their performance during the competition they had just completed. This time frame has often been used in the competitive literature (e.g., Gaudreau & Blondin, 2002; Gaudreau et al., 2006; Nicolas et al., 2011) .
Data Analyses
To increase our confidence in the stability of the cluster solution, hierarchical and nonhierarchical cluster analyses were conducted using a two-step process recommended by Hair, Black, Babin, and Anderson (2010) and commonly employed in the sport literature (e.g., Gucciardi & Jones, 2012) . We used the standardized scores (Hair et al., 2010) of intensity and direction from the PANAS. The first stage involved a hierarchical cluster analysis using Ward's linkage method with squared Euclidian distance measure to determine the number of clusters in the data (Hair et al., 2010) . The second stage involved a k means (nonhierarchical) cluster analysis by specifying the most appropriate cluster solution from stage 1. This two-step procedure was performed separately on pre-and intracompetition assessments. After identifying the affective profiles, we performed (independently for the pre-and intracompetition profiles) a series of MANOVAs with demographic (age, years of playing experience, and hours of training per week) and external variables (pre-and intracompetitive coping and goal attainment) entered as the dependent variables to explore differences between cluster groups. In the analyses, a significant multivariate effect (p < .05) was followed up with post hoc comparisons of group means using Bonferroni adjustment (p < .016 for demographic; p < .01 for external variables) to guard against inflation of Type I error rates of the multiple comparisons. Partial eta squared (η 2 ) provided an index of effect size. We also examined whether cluster groups were confounded by categorical demographic variables, such as sex or practice level, by performing a series of chi-square tests of association. Finally, we explored whether the same athletes belonged to the same affective profiles both before and during the competition. We conducted a precompetition profile (4) × intracompetitive profile (4) chi-square test of association to explore whether the distribution of athletes in the affective profiles was significantly different across measurement points.
Results

Precompetitive Affective Profiles
A hierarchical cluster analysis was conducted using Ward's method with a squared Euclidean distance measure on the standardized PANAS scores. The agglomeration schedule coefficient and the dendrogram (Hair et al., 2010) identified two possible solutions (i.e., three and four clusters). A four-cluster solution was deemed the best fit according to empirical (e.g., number of participants in each group) and conceptual considerations (e.g., interpretability of the cluster solution). Then, we conducted a k means cluster analysis on the standardized PANAS scores by specifying a four-cluster solution. The nonhierarchical procedure provided support for the hierarchical analysis because the four clusters obtained were similar in the two cluster analyses. In cluster analysis, the F tests should be used only for descriptive purpose because the clusters have been chosen to maximize the differences among participants in different clusters. Nevertheless, a MANOVA detected a significant multivariate effect of cluster membership on the six precompetitive affective dimensions, Wilks's Λ = 0.08, F (18, 841) = 69.41, p < .001, η 2 = .60. Follow-up analyses of variance (ANOVAs) revealed that the four clusters were significantly different (p < .001) on all dimensions of precompetitive affects (see Table 1 ), thus providing a solid indication for the tenability of the cluster solution. Table 1 presents descriptive statistics of the four precompetitive clusters. Consistent with previous research using cluster analyses (e.g., Gucciardi & Jones, 2012) , we employed a standardized score of ± .50 to indicate high and low levels, with scores in between (i.e., +.50 to -.50) to indicate moderate levels. Descriptive labels for these clusters are high positive affect facilitators profile (n = 88), in which positive affects are high and facilitative, whereas negative affects (i.e., afraid and upset) are low and debilitative; low affect debilitators profile (n = 83), in which positive affects are markedly low and highly debilitative, whereas negative affects are relatively low as well as neutral to debilitative; facilitators profile (n = 75), in which all affects (irrespective of their valence) are perceived as highly facilitative; and high negative affect debilitators profile (n = 60), in which negative affects are markedly high and highly debilitative.
Intracompetitive Affective Profiles
In Stage 1 (Ward's method), the dendrogram, the agglomeration schedule coefficients, and the interpretability of the cluster solution suggested that a four-cluster solution was the most appropriate solution. Accordingly, we specified a four-cluster solution in Stage 2 (k means). The hierarchical and nonhierarchical cluster analyses provided four similar clusters. A MANOVA detected a significant multivariate effect of cluster membership on the six intracompetitive affect dimensions, Wilks's Λ = 0.11, F (18, 841) = 54.44, p < .001, η 2 = .54. Follow-up analyses of variance (ANOVAs) revealed that the four clusters were significantly different (p < .001) on all dimensions of intracompetitive affects (Table 1) . Table 1 presents descriptive statistics of the four clusters of intracompetitive affects. The four intracompetitive clusters were very similar to those of the precompetitive affective profiles: high positive affect facilitators profile (n = 81), in which positive affects are high and facilitative, whereas afraid and upset are relatively low and moderately debilitative; low affect debilitators profile (n = 127), in which positive and negative affects are low and debilitative; facilitators profile (n = 25), in which both positive and negative affects are perceived as highly facilitative; and high negative affect debilitators profile (n = 73), in which negative affects are markedly high and moderately debilitative.
Cluster Group Differences on Coping and Attainment of Sport Achievement Goal
We investigated how athletes in each of the pre-and intracompetitive clusters differed across pre-and/or intracompetitive coping and goal attainment. Results of MANOVAs conducted separately for the precompetitive, Wilks's Λ = 0.58, F (21, 850) = 8.59, p < .001, η 2 = .17, and intracompetitive affective profiles, Wilks's Λ = 0.70, F (12, 791) = 9.58, p < .001, η 2 = .13, were both significant. After a Bonferroni correction (p < .01), the results of univariate ANOVAs indicated that all external variables differed significantly across the pre-and intracompetitive clusters. Results of post hoc comparisons, using Tukey's HSD, are presented in Table 2 .
Cluster Group Differences on Demographic Variables
Results of a series of MANOVAs yielded a significant multivariate effect on the demographic variables (age, years of playing experience, and hours of training per week) as a whole for precompetitive Wilks's Λ = 0.92, F (9, 730) = 2.89, p < .005, η 2 = 0.03, but not for intracompetitive affective profiles, Wilks's Λ = 0.97, F (9, 730) = 0.97, p > .10, η 2 = .01. After a Bonferroni correction (p < .016), the results of univariate ANOVAs indicated that years of playing experience differed significantly across the precompetitive clusters. Results of post hoc comparison (Tukey's HSD) showed that high positive affect facilitators profile (M = 12.52) had higher years of playing experience in comparison with low affect debilitators (M = 9.28) and high negative affect debilitators profile (M = 9.25) and did not differ from facilitators (M = 11.77).
Results of a series of profile (4) × sex (2) and profile (4) × practice level (4) chi-square test of association indicated that (a) the number of elite and nonelite athletes was nonsignificantly different across both precompetitive cluster, χ 2 = 13.98, df = 9, p > .05 and postcompetitive cluster, χ 2 = 13.80, df = 9, p > .05; (b) the number of male and female athletes was not significantly different across the postcompetitive clusters, χ 2 = 6.50, df = 3, p > .05; and (c) the number of male and female athletes was significantly different, χ 2 = 16.32, df = 3, p < .001, across the precompetitive clusters (26.13% of the high positive affect facilitators were females; 42.17% of the low affect debilitators were females; 28.00% of the facilitators were females; 55.00% of the high negative affect debilitators were females).
Composition of Cluster Groups Between, Before, and During the Competition
We tested whether the same athletes belonged to the same affective profiles both before and during the competition.
Results of a precompetitive profile (4) × intracompetitive profile (4) chi-square test indicated that the distribution of the clusters differed across measurement points, χ 2 = 89.54, df = 9, p < .001. Specifically, 33.50% of the 88 athletes from the precompetitive high positive affect facilitators profile also belonged to the intracompetitive high positive affect facilitators profile, whereas 40.91% belonged to the intracompetitive low affect debilitators. Of the 83 athletes from the precompetitive low affect debilitators, 67.47% belonged to this profile during the competition. From the precompetitive facilitators profile, 25.33% of 75 athletes also belonged to this profile during the competition. Finally, 48.33% of the 60 athletes from the high negative affect debilitators profile also belonged to this profile during the competition (for more details, see Table 3 ).
Discussion
Several scholars have outlined the promises of considering the directionality of the affective states in addition to their level or intensity (e.g., Martinent et al., 2012; Mellalieu et al., 2006) . In this study, we proposed that specific configurations of intensity and directionality of affective states should offer a robust heuristic for examining affective states in a more holistic approach to unpack their complex associations with key athletic outcomes. Therefore, the goal of this study was to propose and investigate a framework in which the differential coexistence of two core facets of affective states (i.e., affective intensity and directionality) are used to generate multivariate affective profiles presumed to differ across athletes and across time within the same athlete. This study also examined whether distinct multivariate affective profiles before and during competitions are differentially associated with coping strategies and goal attainment of athletes in the context of a sport competition. Across two measurement points and clustering methods, four multivariate affective profiles were uncovered in this sample of competitive athletes, thus providing supporting evidence for the robustness of this four-cluster solution.
Four Multivariate Affective Profiles
A large number of athletes were characterized by low levels of affective states either before (27.12%) or during (41.50%) the competition. These athletes had low scores of intensity and direction of positive affect, afraid, and upset. This affective profile bears resembles a cluster of athletes with low levels of cognitive and somatic anxiety intensity and direction (Martinent & Ferrand, 2007) . However, in the current study, the low affect debilitators exhibited low levels of both positive and negative affective states. Athletes are often encouraged to adopt an affectively neutral stance toward their competitive sport experience as if affectivity were a vulnerability factor that could interfere with optimal preparation and performance (Erber & Erber, 2001) . Affective states are inherent to sport, and our results suggest that athletes from a low affect debilitators profile are significantly less likely to use task-oriented coping before and during competition. Furthermore, athletes from this profile are less likely to attain their achievement goals during the competition. These results are consistent with the construct of energy demobilization postulated in the individual zone of optimal functioning model (IZOF; Hanin, 2007) . As such, it can be argued that experience of low levels of affective states prevented athletes from mobilizing and using internal and situational resources before and during sport competition. Affective states-particularly those with a positive valence-are playing an important role in building and broadening psychological resources and strengths (Frederickson, 2001 ). As such, our results contribute to the literature by suggesting that experience of low levels of affective states seems to interfere with optimal self-regulation and achievement of athletes.
Competitive sports have often been portrayed as inherently stressful, which might explain the widespread empirical attention that has been allocated to sport-related anxiety. Results of this study indicated that not all athletes should be portrayed as overwhelmingly stressed about their competitive sport experiences. More precisely, only 19.6% of athletes before and 23.8% of athletes during competition were characterized by an affective profile of high negative affect debilitators. Such a profile was similar to a cluster of high anxious debilitators in the study from Martinent and Ferrand (2007) . High negative affect debilitators profile-which is characterized by high intensity of negative affects combined with the perception that such affects are debilitating for performance-was associated with higher usage of disengagement-and distraction-oriented coping both before and during the competition. Athletes from this profile during the competition (but not before the competition) were also less likely to attain their achievement goals than athletes from a profile of high positive affect facilitators. It thus seems like the experience of a high level of debilitative and negatively valenced affective states can interfere with the optimal self-regulation and achievement of competitive athletes.
A third multivariate affective profile, the facilitators profile, exemplified the advantage of distinguishing affective valence and directionally because both pleasant and unpleasant affective states were perceived as facilitating sport performance. Several aspects of this multivariate profile are worth discussing. Consistent with expectations, precompetitive facilitators profile was associated with higher use of task-oriented coping disengagement-oriented coping to a lesser extent both before and during the competition. Overall, these results indicate that the concomitant experience of intense positive facilitating affect and attenuated negative debilitating affect might offer some self-regulatory and performance advantages. Apart from offering a novel description of naturally occurring combinations of affective directionality and intensity of both positive and negative affective states, this study examined the stability of affective profiles. Of particular interest, it is important to highlight that affective profiles exhibited both stability and changes. On the one hand, the four clusters were qualitatively comparable across the pre-and intracompetitive phases of the competition. On the other hand, results indicated that the distribution of athletes in the four clusters significantly varied across phases of the competition. At first glance, this result could be taken to suggest that profiles of affective states are changing according to unstable nature and demands of competitive sport encounters. However, affective profiles should be seen as depicting a nomothetic-idiographic process (Gaudreau et al., 2009 ) characterized by both change and stability. More precisely, it is important to outline that some but not all athletes have exhibited changes in their combinations of affective intensity and directionality. More precisely, several athletes in the precompetitive high positive affect facilitators (50.09%), low affect debilitators (32.53%), facilitators (74.67%), and high negative affect debilitators (51.67%) profiles did not belong to the same affective clusters before and during the competition. Contrastingly, several athletes have nonetheless exhibited a more stable affective activation profile across phases of the competition. Future work should explore the individual characteristics of athletes who are changing their affective profiles during sport competition as well as the complex personsituation interactions that could differentiate individuals characterized by affective changes versus stability in their affective profiles. Overall, these results illustrate the usefulness of short-term longitudinal designs that enable researchers to capture changes in specific combinations of affective intensity and directionality across phases of a sport competition.
Limitations and Directions for Future Research
All variables in this study were measured using a single source of data (self-report questionnaires). Future research should try to minimize common method bias by complementing self-reported data with informant ratings (e.g., coach) or objective indicators of performance (e.g., race time). Another methodological limitation refers to the time frame used in assessing affective states. It can be argued that, 2 hr before a competition, not all athletes have entered a stage during which they start preparing themselves for competition. Furthermore, affective states are susceptible to change up until the beginning of the competition and even during the phases of a sport before and during competition as well as higher likelihood of goal attainment. Results for the intracompetition facilitators were less convincing because this affective profile was significantly associated with higher use of task-oriented coping without being significantly related to goal attainment. Although 24.5% of athletes were characterized by a facilitators profile before the competition, only 8% were represented by this profile during the competition. This result suggests that the phenomenological experience embedded in this cluster might be slightly different before and during competition. Athletes in this cluster experienced both positive and negative affectivity. Before the competition, the unpleasant affective system was mostly activated by feelings akin to anxiety (e.g., scared, nervous, jittery). Previous studies have shown that moderate to high levels of anxiety perceived as facilitative could activate the desirable self-regulatory resources needed for promoting optimal sport performance (e.g., Ntoumanis & Biddle, 2000) . Our results for the precompetitive facilitators profile are consistent with this pattern of results. However, feelings of anger and dejection (e.g., upset, guilty, irritated) have activated the unpleasant affective system during competition in ways that could have circumvented task-oriented coping from promoting optimal levels of goal attainment. Paradoxically, perceiving feelings such as shame and anger as facilitating performance did not result in maximizing the likelihood of attaining one's achievement goals. This finding is intriguing because it suggests that facilitative feelings during the competition could indicate the presence of a disconnection between perceived effectiveness of negative affects and their actual potential to promote optimal performance. The low percentage of athletes with this pattern of affective states could also imply that a minority of athletes reinterpret negative affect as facilitative to justify what they have experienced during competition. Whether intracompetitive facilitators could be beneficial under some circumstances or whether it underlies some efforts to retrospectively protect oneself will need to be investigated in future studies.
In this study, we contended that the repeated cooccurrences of positive affective valence with successful outcomes and negative affective valence with unsuccessful outcomes are likely to set the tone for the creation of a particular combination of valence and directionality. As expected, more than 25% of athletes had a multivariate profile in which positive affective states are both intensified and reinterpreted as favorable for performance, whereas negative affective states are both attenuated and reinterpreted as debilitative for performance. Athletes from this high positive affect facilitators profile used higher task-oriented coping before and during competition, and they also were more likely to attain their goals than athletes from the low affect debilitators profile. Interestingly, athletes in the precompetitive high positive affect facilitators profile also had a higher likelihood of attaining their goals than athletes from the high negative affect debilitators profile, perhaps because they relied on competition. It is also possible that retrospective recall of affect and coping strategies is influenced, at least to some degree, by the extent to which individuals have attained their goals during the competition. Future research should try to monitor affective states at multiple points during the competition across naturally segmented performance episodes such as periods, innings, or rounds.
Cluster analyses are offering a data-driven and sample-specific solution to categorize individuals into meaningful, heterogeneous, and substantially different subgroups forming multivariate profiles of affects. Future research should replicate the four-cluster solution with other samples of competitive athletes using different measures of affective states. The dimensionality versus specificity of affective states remains vigorously debated in psychological sciences. Our results indicated that broad dimensions of affect are useful heuristics for differentiating individuals on the basis of their multivariate affective intensity and directionality. Analyzing the complex interactions between a few broader affective dimensions is certainly more amenable to empirical scrutiny than analyzing a larger set of specific emotions. However, the finding that a large number of athletes were characterized by low levels of affective states could be explained by the fact that the PANAS may actually be inadequate in capturing all affective states experienced by athletes. As such, future work should try to expand the set of negative (discouragement, disappointment) and positive (joy, serenity, hope) affective states to provide a more finely grained portrait of distinct profiles (Martinent et al., 2012) . In this perspective, the use of idiosyncratic affective state descriptors rather that standardized scales would be relevant for comprehensively capturing the affective experiences of athletes before or during competition (Hanin, 2007) .
Conclusion
This study proposed an alternative methodology that may provide researchers and practitioners with a way to examine complex naturally occurring combinations of affective intensity and directionality. Our results indicate that multivariate profiles of affect should be seen as useful heuristics for explicating consequential self-regulatory and achievement correlates of affective states both before and during competitions. Past research has predominantly focused on the bivariate relationships between competitive affect and selected theoretically relevant variables (e.g., Mellalieu et al., 2006; Ntoumanis & Biddle, 2000) . Knowing which of the multivariate profiles of affect are likely to diminish rather than increase athletic adjustment could help practitioners in targeting athletes who could benefit the most from changing their pattern of affects. Accordingly, sport psychologists could try to develop and validate empirically proven interventions to reduce or enhance affective intensity while restructuring affective directionality to maximize both the performance and psychological adjustment of athletes (Martinent & Ferrand, 2007; Mellalieu et al., 2006) . Note 1. A more detailed review and analysis of the psychometric properties of the PANAS, including a direction scale (PANAS-D), have been detailed elsewhere (Nicolas et al., 2013) . These results are available upon request. However, none of the results pertaining to the data in this study are presented by Nicolas and colleagues (2013) . As such, there is no duplication of results.
